T HERE is a remarkable agreement on technical points between the report of the Labour Party's Advisory Committee on Oil from Coal and that of the Falmouth Committeef. The latter, being an official committee, doubtless had access to a great deal of important material already collated, and to oral information from Government officials. The Labour Party, the inquiries of which were completed before the publication of the Falmouth report, and to which such official assistance would not be available, must have had a very arduous task in collecting and sifting so comprehensive a mass of material. The conclusions are, however, all the more valuable from having been arrived at independently since, although we are constantly being reminded that they are not infallible, there is a tendency to accept official views at their face value. The general agreement between two groups with such widely different outlooks will raise the technical and economic side of the problem of producing oil from coal out of the controversial field and enable policies to be formulated in the light of established facts.
Both Committees agree that the cost of making oil from coal, involving as it does expensive mining and conversion costs, will be greater than that of importing a product freely bestowed by Nature as a reward for drilling a simple bore hole in the ground ; but both sides also express qualms as to how long such bounties may be expected to continue.
A difference of outlook is evident throughout the two reports. This is typified by the terms of reference, which for the Falmouth Committee were ''to consider and examine the various processes for the production of oil from coal and certain other materials indigenous to this country, and to report on their economic possibilities, and on the advantages to be obtained by way of security of oil supplies in emergency". The Labour Party claims to have taken a wider view, and the Advisory Committee set before itself the question : "Is it possible, by the application of science, to convert coal into liquid form and so open up a new market for the greatest of British raw materials ?"
As was only to be expected, the two groups have very different opinions about the steps to be taken in the light of the technical knowledge now available. Both, however, are in agreement that the present preferential duty on home-produced motor-spirit should be continued for a further period. The Chancellor of the Exchequer has already stated that he accepts the suggestion that there should be a guaranteed minimum of 8d. a gallon for twelve years, from 1938. The inference is, therefore, that the user of motor-spirit must expect a continuance of a tax on petrol of at least 8d. a gallon.
The Labour Report points out that "the coal-oil industry cannot be developed except under the shelter of a preference, and that it closely affects national defence". The Labour Party "i,; not prepared to see the Exchequer losing millions of pounds of potential revenue annually unless the State possesses the controlling voice in the coal-oil industry". As an illustration of what should be avoided the report says: "We regard as most reprehensible the present arrangements by which Imperial Chemical Industries Ltd., enjoying a rebate of over £1,000,000 a year from taxation, is required to disclose technical information to I.G. Farbenindustrie, and therefore to the German Government, but is under no obligation to make a similar disclosure to its own Government"
The recommendations of the Labour Party include the setting up of a Coal-Oil Board to operate State-owned plants and to supervise other plants, and that initially, as a large-scale economic experiment, there should be established one new hydrogenation plant, six plants for the synthetic process and five low-temperature carbonizing plants of different types.
The Labour Party has always been a great believer in the value of research, and among the Committee's recommendations is one for providing a capital sum of £250,000 for development of the fuel research organization. Further, since it is considered that this organization cannot fulfil its task adequately for less than £250,000 per annum, the Report recommends that its income should be brought up to this level for a period of years. These recommendations, although flattering in their implications, might well fail to yield the return anticipated. Successful results in research are not to be bought by money alone, and there is a danger that over-ample funds might be applied largely to work without imagination. It seems at least not unreasonable to suggest that, before so large a sum is assigned, its purpose should determined more precisely than can be gathered from the general expression "original research into the utilization of coal".
Neither report places much reliance on the possibilities of natural oil being found in any quantity in Great Britain, but recent reports suggest that the position may have changed slightly. It should be pointed out that even deposits so limited as to be almost useless for providing a continuous peace-time supply might still, if held for times of emergency, suffice to provide heavy requirements over a limited period. The present policy of oil importation does not favour refining and cracking in Great Britain, but such considerations might turn the balance and stimulate the erection of refining plants. These, in times of peace, would be worked with imported raw materials, but, if the necessity arose, could be switched over to utilize the indigenous product. c. H. LANDER.
Development and Evolution* By Prof. H. H. Swinnerton
T HOSE whose memories carry them back to student days at the end of the nineteenth century will remember how simple and straightforward the relationship between development and evolution seemed to be. "The development of the individual," we were taught, "repeated the history of the race''. The names of Von Baer and Haeckel were in some way mixed up with all this, but we were not very clear what their respective contributions were. The difference between them is now much more clearly appreciated and finds expression in a tendency towards the division of thinkers into separate camps. On one hand there are those who may be described as the lineal descendants of Von Baer, who propounded the view that "the young stages in the development of an animal are not like the adult stages of other animals lower down the scale but are like the ){Oung stages of those animals''. On the other hand there are the corresponding descendants of Haeckel who maintained that "the adult stages of the ancestors are repeated during the development of the descendants, but are crowded back into the earlier stages of ontogeny, therefore making the latter an abbreviated repetition of Phylogeny" (v. de Beer). This is frequently referred to as the Theory of Recapitulation.
Year by year students of fossils have discovered an increasing body of facts which seem to them to fit in with and give support to Haeckel's theory of recapitulation. Meanwhile students of living forms have, as the result of new as well as old methods of inquiry, accumulated much additional evidence which seems to give the lie to this principle. Thus Garstang, whose survey of this field from the biological point of view has proved most helpful, wrote in 1921, "The idea that form changes in ontogeny were preceded by similar changes in • From the presidential address to Section C (Geology) of the British Association, delivered at Cambridge on August 22. adult ancestry is an illusion". A few years later (1929) he reiterated the same opinion in a yet more forceful way, saying, "the theory of adult recapitulation is dead and need no longer limit and warp us in the study of Phylogeny".
It should be observed here that the bone of contention is not represented by the word 'recapitulation' but by the word 'adult'.
The idea of recapitulation in the sense of summing up is also inherent in Von Baer's as well as in Haeckel's positions. The fundamental difference between them and their philosophical descendants is that for the former it is a recapitulation of juvenile conditions, for the latter it is a recapitulation of adult conditions.
The main point at issue, therefore, is whether or no adult recapitulation, either specific or general, does occur.
Any consideration of the relationship of development to evolution must deal with the subject from two aspects, namely, retrospective and prospective. On one hand, it must inquire whether the evolutionary changes of the past are reflected in development, and if so to what extent. On the other hand, it must also inquire whether future evolutionary changes of sudden or of sequential character are foreshadowed in development. These two aspects are, of course, very closely interwoven with one another in the developmental record, and much confusion, which has crept into discussion in recent years, is due to a want of appreciation of their fundamental distinctness.
RETROSPECTIVE ASPECT
In one form or another the retrospective aspect of the problem of the relationship of development to evolution has attracted the attention of embryologists even in the earliest stages in the growth
